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'el BROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS
AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

ORDER IDENTIFICATION

CUSTOMER (Iasl, fil'Sll:lxxxx I
;::::::========~

STREET ADDRESS:lxxxx I
~======;=:::::;

CITY I STATE:!GRAND RAPIDS ~

TELE #:Ixxxx I

ORDER #:1 xxxxi
;=========

DATE ORDERED:l 11/27/961
=====

DUE DATE:I PENDINGI
======;

IN SERVICE:! 1

AMI #: I xxxxi
BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM:

The customer has an opx. We wanted Ameritech to miscellaneous bill the OPX. Ameritech refused. We put
the order on hold to await a decision.

Ameritech then started to work the order after the order was put on hold. The customer had two numbers that
went down. Ameritech got one of the numbers back up the same day but the other number was still down
three (3) days later.

The order is still on hold pending a decision on the OPX issue.

REPORTER'S NAME I DEPARTMENT:

Record # 33

xxxxx

Group: 7



telBROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS
AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

ORDER IDENTIFICATION

CUSTOMER (last, first):lxxxx I
~'========

STREET ADDRESS:lxxxx I
CITY I STATE:I ~

TELE #:Ixxxx I

ORDER #:1 xxxxi
r=========

DATE ORDERED:I I
=======:

DUE DATE:I I
IN SERVICE:I I

AMI #: I xxxxi

-

...

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM:
I talked with a provisioner from Ameritech today and they will leave the OPX line for this customer alone.
They basically said in this instance the OPX line is tied to a "station" and not a phone number and therefore
can stay as is. The problem is still not rectified, however.

Ameritech is saying we have two choices: (1) either pay for a redesign of any future line based OPX circuit,
$700-$1500, or (2) keep one dial tone circuit with Ameritech for any future customer with a line based OPX
line (it evidentially doesn't matter which number as long as one stays).

This justifies what I had been telling them all along--the OPX circuit physically has nothing to do with the
phone number. This may be a temporary solution but I [would] still like to have the ability to take all the
customer lines we can and not make the billing issue any more difficult for the customer than we have to."

Record # 34

xxxxx

Group: 7
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- 03-12-1996 09:48
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lnfannatlo" Indulltry $lI~lc:ell

350 North Orleans
floor 3
Chitago. IL 60654

Ss '7

-

March 12, 1996

Martin W. Clift, Jr.
Director ~egulatory Affaire
Brooks Com=unicatlonl
2855 Oak Industrial Drive NE
Grand Rapids, HI 49S06

Dear Mr. Clift:

In response to your memo of february 26, 1996, a trial of the technology
which you described waS begun but waS discontinued after just two days.
A draft agreement was circul~ted among, but not fUlly executed by, the
parties. .

your company was apparently satisfied with that brief experience.
However. fram our perspective, the trial did not demonstrate that the
technology could be developed into a viable service. Our currently
tariffed Interim Number Portability offering complies with the
Teleco~unicationsAct of 1996, which does not specify the use of the
trialed technology. Moteover, al there are numerous unanswered
questions about that technology and its usefulness is only marginal.as
an enhancetnent to an interim service, we have decided that it is not
appropriate to pursue a more thorough technical trial or the other
substantial activities needed to develop the technology into a new
sQrvice offering.

If I can be of further asslttance, please contact me at (312)335-6764.

Sincerely,

Eric Larsen
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Your S_~ory Request

INTERVIEW..AMERITECH STRATEGY FOR GROWTH

ORPER NO. 01598,\0'

"The be-auD' is W~ Slartta tht;>se 8tfl\t.:-giM
thr~ ~e::i art and they work,"1:3iet Ollef
F;xcC\!..J_ KOJiMd Noft'Saen.

Over IUl1ch in a Mallhatrall restaurant,
N~)It'bil ..... rt t~)ld R~··ukn: Ihat the ~'~'sts of
fightins Jl~w. competitors would b" sig­
nificant. bm would not serio\lsly Itindll'r
growth.

tWill it 1Iff1:Il:t· us? Y~S. Will it takes us
below double:- digit t."rnillgs gru\\1h'? I
donlt think so," h~' slIid.

While some Bells have sl..'~lghl Si\r~ty lIud
1llarke·t strength ill mersers, NOTe·baerl
said Atne.ritech had llot ~o far found CUIY
business combinations tbnt llH't lh~' add
t{\st.

[01-28-97 .d 19:0.'1 EST, Cv/,yri,I" 199:', R<-,ttcrs
Amen·al JRC., n""-lf0J28J.'IO..lOJj

clI1lin feature' ikC' C'1l11-wailin IUld
call"t· 1P •• whicJI fire very J)J'o lIilb e -­
lnstead of extra tine, WnlQl l1UI\' 110t be sn
profitilble. .

IWe jlua,tQ/.,..,ed 'tjmulalill~ It (.dl.'lI1.1Ild)1I
he- said, Adding thaI growlh in liues had
faU~n 10 3.5 p"1"C'unt a )'t'llr ih1111 4.5 pl."T·
cent when. IltW lines Wcr"· fldivdv IlHU'p
Kele.d. .

N~w lines llaVl: a \IN)' lOllS payback when
cilble reinforcement is nN'·d(,>d in tlll~
$Il'eel, NOlcbacrt ,,,ill. Jlle nJdiliotll\1 r,'\'­
c:nuo IUIIY be snlall, I.'&pccilllly if th~ Jilll) is
ur.ed r.olely f(lf l\ facsimik m...dlill(,· or
Imernet usu~·.,~.

Am eritl.~ch nlso ilr'lIck (lUt ~IOl1~ ill its
fOfay illto the "eclll'iry bu~jlle,,., whkh
concel1tl'atr~ QU t'emote monitoring of
premlsos. '1111.\ (.'~)mp:lIlY bought Sccu­
rityLink in ]994 Rnd NaTional (i\lilJ'diilll ill
1995 and ltOW ha. 367.000 usc:I's. most!;'
busille~SC:/l of which 78 ~r~"\'l1t Ill'''· out.
skk ils home region.

''VI'o Me. Il\Ullber two in the U,S. and we
need to b" numb"t onc.," Not~bt\C'rt lillid.

Am~rilcch. which is lic:cns~d to off~r 10llg
dblllnce service' ill 42 stales. hils collsid­
ered \1~ing its seC'1.lrit)' customer basI.'· l\& a
ll\\mehillg pad to :sell other teleeom lOeor­
vkes Olll,kk its region, Notebaerl said.

Ameritech has quie.tly hecome II force in
cable lV. (.'IfI"TiIl~ s~'rvke ill 20 of 32
frauchi~......~ it OWllS in its 10(,"111 n'gioll.

I'

11.(' prog.·8mming is sUl'pliecl by Amel'ic­
<lst. which Ame.ritc:-cb 0\\11$ wilh DI.~l1­
South C..orll <BLS.N>, S:aC Communica­
til'll» <SD(:.N>, Wall Diincy Co
<.DIS.N>, GTE Corp and So\Uhe111 New
ElIIlland Telecommullic"tio/1~ Corp
<.sNO.N>.

Al(a,ritN~h is illv about r~,,,~·..li.ug '~;ibh:

TV ,,·u:ltom~·r l1uil1b~·n. 11 would oul)' :Ill)'
th~v number tens of thou$;lllcls. Of cus­
tonie.rs IIpproacllcd. 25 pere;,:onl have taken
the scrvi4~.

1l1e o!fet'in~ is lypic"l of AlIIt'rile-ch's
d(lw1\ to carlh approach. Noto:-b:\t;>11 has
shkd a\\'a~' from futuristic SC'I'vict.$ when
it J:> 110l c'l""w what tilt' market will S~IP'
P~)l',

1~\'l.'tY(lue who we·Ul iuto inletActi ..'e ,mel
multimedia lOST their shifIS." Notebllert
saki.

A III ~'rikdl powen-·J 30 1"'1''';''111 ~l! its
C!i\rnins, growth ill tilt fourth qUolrl~r of
1996 caml.' from ov,,··rscal' inv'··lltuwlts,
which illclu(les stakeI' in compalli('s in
Nt\\' Zc.·.ahUld, HuuglU')', BdgiulIl t Nor\wl)'

'\lId Germany.

1Iy.,re could have done much more, but v.oe
dklnll walll to 1itk.C. OUI' l.''1¢ oIf the:- ball at
home," Notebaert ~"io. «-- Nt"w York
Newsl'om 212859 1610)1

I .
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June 3, 1997

Mr. Eric Larsen
Account Manager
Ameritech Information Industry Services
350 North Orleans, Floor 3
Chicago. IL 60654

Via Fax: 312-335-2927·

Dear Eric.

314 514 0366 TO 16162245108 P.02/02

Per our discussion (Denise Hardaway. Kay Heltsley, Eric Larsen and Dennis Perkins) on May 15,
1997, we reviewed a worksheet that I created a.'1d prcvided to Ameritec:h with revised medlOdo!ogy
in calculating the access charges for February 1996 to March 1997. The new methodology was
reflective of the Ameritech proposed formula in calculating the access compensation to Brooks.
The calculation made an adjustment for the Interim Number Portability (INP) traffic. On this call,
we agreed to the calculation presented on the provided worksheet.

In addition, the worksheet reflected the money due to Brooks by each month after applying the new
calculation methodology. For the periods February 1996 to March 1997, the worksheet indicated a
total amount due of $1 ,972,230.17 to Brooks.

Eric, my understanding from the May 15 call was that the parties on the call agreed with the
worksh-;:et calculation and the remaining two steps included a review of the worksheet by the
Ameritech Accounting Department and creation of a check to Brooks.

To date. I have not received a check or status. As you are aware, these issues are old and I am eager
as I am sure you are to complete this one.

Since this issue dates back to early 1996 and is over a year old. please let me know when we can
expect to receive payment from Ameritech.

s:?
De .s Perkins
V.P. Corporate Controller

cc: Marty Cliff

BrOOKS Fiber Properties, Inc.
425 Woods Mill ROlId South I Suite 300
Town &. Country. Missouri 63011
314378-1616 FlU( 314 873·3211
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'el BROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS
AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

ORDER IDENTIFICATION

CUSTOMER (lasl, fllSl):\XXXX

I
ORDER #:1 xxxxi

DATE ORDERED:I I
STREET ADDRESS:lxxxx I DUE DATE:l I

CITY I STATE:I ~ IN SERVICE:I I
TELE #:Ixxxx I AMI#:I xxxxi

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM:
I received a call today from the office manager of this account. She told me Ameritech called her today trying
to win the account back, saying that Brooks' service does not work and we just reuse Ameritech lines. This
office manager got very confused and upset that Ameritech called her. She suggested to Ameritech that they
call me and they refused. The Ameritech person's name is Jenette (616) 261-6047.

Record # 2

xxxxx

Group:



el BROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS
AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

ORDER IDENTIFICATION

CUSTOMER (Ias~ fllSt):IXXXX I
;::::=:======~

STREET ADDRESS:IXXXX I
========;=~

CITY I STATE:IZEELAND ~
=====::::!:::::::~

TELE #:I_XXXX 1

ORDER #:1 XXXXI

DATE ORDERED:I I
DUE DATE:1 I

========;
IN SERVICE:I I

AMI #: I xxxxi
BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM:

Customer called into Grand Rapids office asking about Brooks service. Customer was referred to me, the
sales representative in the Zeeland area. This was on or about 10/28/96. I received copies of the customer's
Ameritech phone bill and was putting a proposal together. In the meantime, she called Ameritech asking
about competition and if they could compete with the low Brooks rates. The Ameritech contact then told the
customer that if they did go with Brooks, the service would be secondary. If she were an Ameritech customer,
she'd get better service than if she were a Brooks customer. The customer then called me with this
information, but did not have the name of the person she spoke with at Ameritech. I told her what Ameritech
said wasn't true.

To date, the customer is still with Ameritech and this incident has created doubt in their minds about Brooks.

Record # 3

xxxxx

Group:



i_ BROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS
AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

ORDER IDENTIFICATION

CUSTOMER (last, first):lxxxx I
~'==========

STREET ADDRESS:lxxxx I
CITY I STATE:IGRAND RAPIDS ~

TELE #:Ixxxx I

ORDER #:1 xxxxi
1=======

DATE ORDERED:I I
~====

OUE DATE:I I
IN SERVICE:I I

AMI #: I xxxxi

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM:
I received information that this customer was interested in Brooks service. After I met with the customer and
had them sign an L.OA (Letter Of Authorization), the very next day Ameritech called on them. The
Ameritech rep sent them a proposal on their local exchange rates, trying to better Brooks. I saw the proposal
and Brooks' figures and prices still beat Ameritech.

REPORTER'S NAME I DEPARTMENT:

Record # 4

xxxxx

Group:



:81 BROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS
AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

ORDER IDENTIFICATION

CUSTOMER (last, filSl):!XXXX I
STREET AOORESS:lxxxx I

~'======i=
CITY I STATE:I [§]

TELE #:Ixxxx I

ORDER #:1 xxxxi

DATE ORDEREO:IP====N=/=AI

DUEOATE:1 I
IN SERVICE:I I

AMI #: I xxxxi
BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM:

This customer was told initially by Ameritech that, because they wanted to terminate a contract with them, the
penalty would be $400. Now, Ameritech states the termination penalty is around $12,000. Ameritech
claimed that the fIrst person [the customer contacted] was not trained on Centrex or not in that department so
didn't have authorization to quote anything. The customer may even have the fIrst quote in writing. He is
quite concerned now about switching to our service because of what Ameritech is threatening to charge him.

Record # 6

xxxxx

Group:



eI BROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS
AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

ORDER IDENTIFICATION

CUSTOMER (Iasl, fllSl):I_xxxx 1

STREET ADDRESS:lxxxx I
CITY I STATE:IHUDSONVILLE ~

TELE #:lxxxx I

ORDER #:1 xxxxi
r========!

DATE ORDERED:I I
=====

DUEDATE:I I
IN SERVICE:I I

AMI #: I xxxxi
BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM:

AMI was contacted for the buyout of this customer's 36-month agreement (Ameritech Value Link Plus). AMI
reported a $600 minimum usage per year. The buyout of the contract was supposed to be half of the
remaining dollar commitment. They were billed for the full amount after they cut over to Brooks. The
customer faxed me the bill, and I proceeded to call AMI 800-660-3000 small business services. I spoke with
Lola and identified myself as a Brooks employee and offered to fax over the LOA. She said I had reached the
wrong department, and forwarded me on to Susan in the voice mail, misc. department. Susan forwarded me to
Chris in unbundling. After no one could help me, I was then returned to small businesses services where I had
started. I spoke with Molly. I told Molly who I was, and that I wanted to fax her the letter of agency
[authorization] so she could help me with this account. I explained to her that the customer was now a Brooks
customer, but had received a bill for the termination of the Ameritech Value Link Agreement. I requested a
copy of the agreement between AMI and this customer, including the termination charge clause. She stated
that her computer told her that this customer has been a Brooks customer since September of 1996. This is
not true. They started with Brooks in December of 1996. She then told me that she could not speak with me
at all in regards to this account. She said that the customer had to call her, NOT BROOKS. I then offered to
conference the customer in on the call with Molly. Molly said NO. She needed the customer to call her
directly and give her all of the information regarding the contract. It confuses me that AMI can't give me
information with a signed LOA! I am after a signed copy of the legal document with all of the clauses
including the termination charge clause. AMI is telling me that they cannot supply me with this. I do not want
to bother my customer with this. I can answer any questions that AMI may have in regards to this customer. 1
have told the customer to NOT pay AMI for this termination cost until further notice.

REPORTER'S NAME J DEPARTMENT:

Record # 54

:xxxxx

Group:



rei BROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS
AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

ORDER IDENTIFICATION

CUSTOMER (last, first):lxxxx I
';:::::::::=::========

STREET ADDRESS:lxxxx I
CITY I STATE:IGRAND RAPIDS ~

TELE #:Ixxxx I

ORDER #:1 xxxxi
1=====

DATE ORDERED:I I
DUE DATE:I======:;\

IN SERVICE:I I
AMI #: I xxxxi

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM:
In September/October, this customer called Ameritech to obtain business line rates prior to their move to a
new office. She mentioned to the rep she was considering Brooks Fiber service, as well as Ameritech. She
was very quickly transferred to what Patty referred to as the "conservation" group.

Ameritech has a special group of 4 people who handle callers who mention they are looking at AMI
competitors.

Patty said this group sharpened their pencils and offered to charge just one installation charge ($42) rather
than one for each of their four lines ($168). They also offered her two features free for 6 months.

The rep stated, rather forcefully at fIrst, that BFC service would not be as good as AMI. She then backed off
and said it MIGHT not be as good.

We had many reports of customers being told they would no longer be in "the phone book" or DA [directory
assistance].

Record # 65

xxxxx

Group:



_I BROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS
AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

ORDER IDENTIFICATION

CUSTOMER (last. firsll :lxxxx I

STREET ADDRESS:lxxxx I
===::::::;==

CITY I STATE:I I=::§]
TELE #:Ixxxx I

ORDER #:1 xxxxi

DATE ORDERED:I1=====,

DUEOATE:I I
IN SERVICE:I I

AMI #: I xxxxi

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM:
E-mail from Brooks Sales to Brooks Legal:

"I have filed an incident report for this customer. They were under an Ameritech Value Link Calling Plan.
Ameritech told us the incorrect buyout. When the customer hot his Ameritech bill, it was higher than what
Ameritech told me it would be.

The customer brought up a good point today. He went to law school and thought he "had something" on
Ameritech. I just found this out today, but when the Ameritech rep went out to his business and had him sign
this contract, he didn't know there was more to what he was signing. He signed one page, and was never told
that there was another page of the contract that included all of the termination charges, legal stuff, etc. He
thought he was just getting a lower rate. In fact, the Ameritech rep left him a copy of his signature, and that's
it. It just shows that he's signing for 3-years with a minimum usage of$600 a year ..... "

Record # 87

xxxxx

Group:



fiI BROOKS FIBER COMMUNICATIONS
AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

ORDER IDENTIFICATION

CUSTOMER (last,llrsll:\XXXX

I
ORDER #:1 xxxxi

DATE ORDERED:I I
STREET ADDRESS:lxxxx I DUE DATE:I I

CITY I STATE:I ~ IN SERVICE:I I
TELE #:Ixxxx I AMI #: I xxxxi

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM:
Jobbers Warehouse has part of its lines with us and part of its lines with AMI. We are in the process of
cutting all of their lines over to Brooks. They are not yet entirely on our service. AMI cut several of Jobbers
lines this week. Jobbers was out of service because of AMI. The customer contacted AMI to see what was
wrong and they told him that Brooks ordered AMI to disconnect the lines. This is not true. When Brooks
called AMI they claimed that they did not receive an order from Brooks to cut the lines.

Essentially, AMI was telling two different stories to Brooks and Jobbers. The customer does realize that this
is AMI's "fault". However, he is upset and the order is in a pending state until further notice. This is a large
Centrex customer. Some of us in the sales dept. are meeting with Mark next week to resolve and doubt, etc.
Hopefully this account can be saved.

REPORTER'S NAME I DEPARTMENT:

Record # 73

xxxxx

Group: 5
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.Consumers
Power
I'IIWUIIN5

MICllIGAIrS ....'U
General Offices: 1945 West Parnall Road, Jackson, MI 49201

November 7, 1996

Todd J. Stein
Brooks Fiber Communications
2855 Oak Industrial Drive NE
Grand Rapids, MI49506-1277

Re: Pole License and Conduit Use Agreements

Dear Mr Stein:

Thank you for your recent letter. Our Legal Department is familiar with the Telecommunications Act
of 1996 and the new FCC rules implementing the Act and does not agree that the Act requires
Consumers Power Company to charge Brooks Fiber the same attachment rate paid by cable TV
companies.

Under §224(c)(I) of the Act, the FCC does not have jurisdiction with respect rates, terms and
conditions, or access to poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way if the State regulates such matters.
The FCC has recognized that Michigan has preempted FCC jurisdiction as to these matters. Thus,
the rate to be paid for attachment of your fiber optic cable to Consumers Power Company's poles is
within the jurisdiction of the Michigan Public Service Commission and Michigan statues.

Please call me on 517-788-1237 at your earliest convenience as so that we can finalize an appropriate
joint-use pole agreement that will allow Brooks Fiber to use Consumers Power Company poles in
1997 and beyond.

Sincerely,
;/

---c:::::.......2Q---
Eric C. Pape, CFM
Project Manager-Business Development

A CtfSENER6Y COMPANY
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Troy, Mich., dispute with TCI over
telecom franchise authority was debated
heatedly during panel Dec. 6. City
Attorney..
Source: COMMUNICA TIONS DAILY

COMMUNICATIONS DAILY via Individual Inc. : Troy, Mich., dispute with
TCI over telecom franchise authority was debated heatedly during panel Dec. 6.
City Attorney Peter Letzmann was lone local govt. rep on panel with attorneys
from MCI, Ameritech and TCI. He defended city's procompetition position,
saying Troy is trying only to organize right-of-way (ROW) access through its
franchise. Howard Simons, who represents TCI, said TCI doesn't have problem
with city exercising its police powers on ROW, but said rules should be applied
to all providers, including Ameritech. If state or federal law precludes city from
applying rules to Ameritech, he said, Troy can't apply rules to new entrants.
Troy's telecom ordinance goes beyond ROW management, Simons said: "It
begins to trespass into those areas it doesn't have any authority in," including
in-kind telecom services for city and obligation to interconnect to city's telecom
network. MCI Metro Senior Attorney James Harlan said complaint at FCC is
silent on Mich.'s own Telecom Act, passed in 1995, which c1arifres that telecom
service isn't public utility. He said city is asserting "phantom power" over new
telecom entrants because state law allows only local govts. to regulate public
utilities. Steven Wells, ,lttorney for Ameritech, agreed that Mich. Telecom Act
will be significant in FCC proceeding. He said city's telecom ordinance looks
like cable ordinance rewritten for telecom industry. Wells said that despite
claims on earlier panel, Ameritech's grandfathered franchise with state has been
challenged and reaffirmed in courts. That franchise wasn't addressed in Mich.
Telecom Act, he said.

[12-08-96 at 16:15 EST, Copyright 1996, Warren Publishing]


